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Re: Comment Letter — Once-Through Cooling Policy
Dear Ms. Townsend:

Dynegy Inc. (Dynegy) submits these comments on the State Water Resources Control

Board’s (Board) “Scoping Document: Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and

Estuarine Waters for Power Plant Cooling” (Mar. 2008) and Preliminary Draft Once-Through

Cooling (OTC) Policy included in Appendix A thereto (Draft Policy). Dynegy has a

substantial interest in this rulemaking as it owns and/or operaies three coastal power plants in

_ California -- Moss Landing, Morro Bay, and South Bay - that utilize OTC in generating up to
3,885 MW to meet the State’s electricity needs.

Dynegy has direct experience in California with many of the complex issues raised by
the Scoping Document and Draft Policy as each of our three coastal power plants have recently
proposed projects that thoroughly evaluated OTC and its alternatives. Moss Landing and
Morro Bay have each proposed modernization projects using OTC that -- after detailed and
comprehensive review -- were approved by the State. In addition, the South Bay Replacement
Project proposed the use of dry cooling.! The single most important “lesson learned” from our
experience in addressing these complicated issues is that determinations regarding cooling
water technologies must be made on a case-by-case basis that thoroughly evaluates each site’s
unique circumstances. While we do not oppose the Board’s gogl of establishing a state-wide
OTC policy to achieve consistency in section 316(b) determinations and intend to work with
the Board to develop a workable policy, any such policy to be viable must recognize that each
power plant and aquatic community is different and has unique issues that cannot be addressed
by a “one-size-fits-all” standard. Accordingly, it is imperative that any state-wide OTC policy
adopted by the Board explicitly allow for full consideration of ail relevant site-specific factors.

' Dynegy has a fifty percent interest in a development joint venture with LS Power, the Applicant in the South
Bay Replacement Project. The Project was withdrawn in October 2007.
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Given Dynegy’s recent experience in addressing cooling water intake technologies at
its California costal power plants, our primary concern with the Draft Policy is that it fails to
account adequately for the numerous and variable site-specific considerations that determine
the feasibility of cooling water intake technologies at a particular site. For example, the
Scoping Document ignores findings made through the rigorous California Energy Commission
~ACECypermithng:process al Moss Landing and Morro Bay regarding the infeasibility of closed-
$cyele Sbolig=ind therilhserice of significant adverse environmental impact from OTC at each of
'ﬂﬁose facilities. The Scopmg Document also fails to assess adequately the Draft Policy’s far-
- Ireaching economic and €nvironmental impacts. In proceeding with the development of a final
= .J..-LQTC policy, it is critically important that the Board provide for consideration of all relevant
| site-specific consideratidns and perform a thorough analysis of the impacts of any such policy.
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- «Asaexplame& imour comments below, in order to make implementation of an OTC
policy workable, Dynegy recommends that the Board build in consideration of site-specific
factors as an integral part of the policy as follows:

e Allow for cost-benefit analysis consistent with the. United States Supreme
Court’s forthcoming decision that will define the permissible scope of cost-
benefit analysis under Clean Water Act section 3 16(b)

* Use sound science to evaluate site-specific environmental harm of OTC and the
environmental benefit of alternative technologies

‘¢ Assess and account for the site-specific adverse ‘environmental impacts
associated with closed-cycle cooling and other alternatives to OTC

* Meaningfully involve the CEC, CPUC and CalISQ in implementation of any
OTC policy with respect to the electrical grid reliability implications of each.
power plant’s compliance options, as well as in the development of the OTC
policy as it affects the State’s ability to meet its increasing demand for
electricity

* Give full credit to existing habitat restoration projects that already address a
power plant’s OTC environmental impacts '
¢
¢ Do not impose an inflexible and unachievable “one-size-fits-all standard” as set
- out in the Draft Policy; instead, define Track 2 in terms of an achievable level of
reduction in impingement and entrainment mortality to be determined by site-
specific evaluation :

¢ Inapplying a Track 2'60mplian_ce standard: S _
* Use a design flow baseline and, where demonstrated, allow site-specific 7
credit for entrainment and impingement survival -




